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Abstract 
Entrepreneurship discipline continues to grow and attract the interest of different sectors of society. It 
gained attention in the various discipline namely management, economics, sociology, and psychology. 
Therefore, this study aims to investigate an overview of profile of Malaysian Indian ethnic entrepreneurs’ 
and the level of entrepreneurial orientation. The paper reports and analyses the findings of 201 
questionnaires which were collected from selected state in Malaysia such as Selangor, Kuala Lumpur, 
Perak, Pinang and Kedah. The paper illustrates an overview entrepreneurial profile among Malaysian 
Indian ethnic entrepreneurs. Furthermore, the result shows that the entrepreneurial orientation level 
among Malaysian Indian ethnic entrepreneurs is at moderate level. Discussion and implication of this 
study introduced in the last section on this paper. 
 




Undeniably, entrepreneurship is more than simple starting one’s own business. The concept of 
entrepreneurship was established in the 1700s and the meaning has evolved ever since.  It has been 
assumed as an ingredient for stimulating economic growth and employment opportunities in all societies. 
Entrepreneurship discipline continues to grow and attract the interest of different sectors of society. It 
gained attention in the various discipline for instance, management, economics, sociology, and 
psychology.  
Entrepreneurship is considered as an essential pillar of economic growth of any country. In 
addition, many are influenced that the solution to social development and economic growth including job 
creation is to be found in innovation entrepreneurship (Phelps, 2013).  Moreover, entrepreneurship has 
becoming significant to each country since the time that the period of globalization on the grounds that 
the development of entrepreneurial exercises will help in making employments for the general public, 
diminishing the unemployment rate (Azhar, Javaid, Rehman & Hyder, 2010. Supported by Dickson, 
Solomon and Weaver (2008) where development of entrepreneurship is huge to the country's economy. 
Due to this fact, governments in both develop and developing countries allocate the necessary resources 
to support and encourage potential entrepreneurship to run their idea and success (Estrin, Mickiewics & 
Stephan, 2013).   
Nowadays, there is little and less understanding about entrepreneurship in the developing 
countries. Specifically, there is little known about the way the Malaysian Indian ethnic entrepreneur’s 
profile and their entrepreneurial orientation. In addition, a major conclusion of the literature on ethnic 
minorities is that the entrepreneurship is a significant form of economic action (Clark & Drinkwater, 2010), 
and a promising springboard for social integration (Hiebert, 2003).Therefore, conducting a study to 
describe the profile of Malaysian Indian ethnic entrepreneurs is one of the objective of this study. This 
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paper also describes the level of entrepreneurial orientation among Malaysian Indian ethnic 
entrepreneurs. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Entrepreneurial orientation  
Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) refers to how the entrepreneur undertake the methods, practices, and 
decision-making styles to act entrepreneurially. It has been defines as “the policy making processes that 
provide organizations with a necessary for entrepreneurial decision and action” (Rauch, et al., 2009).The 
original concept of Eo was proposed by Miller (1983), which suggested that a firm’s degree of 
characteristics and management-related preferences with regards to overall business operation. It consist 
of three main factors such as innovativeness, pro-activeness and risk taking. Miller (1983) expresses that, 
these three components of EO consist a basic one-dimensional vital orientation that connected with 
entrepreneurial conduct and behaviour. This is further echo by Lee and Peterson (2000)  the 
entrepreneurial process in which entrepreneurship activities relating to methods, practices, and decision 
making processes for new entry into the market. Entrepreneurial orientation proves to be a decent 
indicator of the outcome of entrepreneurial conduct (Covin & Slevin, 1990; Merz, 1994). Wilklund (1998) 
found that is a dependable connection between entrepreneurial orientation and entrepreneurial conduct. 
Thus, specifically entrepreneurial orientation can be defined as entrepreneur’s disposition to 
innovativeness, takes initiatives and creatives, and takes risk and autonomy in facing challenges in 
existing and new market environment.  
Innovativeness refers with new idea generation, research and development activities than need to 
be taken by an entrepreneur to solve problems and needs in managing his business. It involves with 
inventive and experimental processes that may contribute to a new server, product and technological 
process (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996 and Walter, Auer and Ritter, 2006). By the other signification, the 
innovativeness is identified as a new product development and innovations for propensity a firm to get on 
(Garcia & Calantone, 2002). Thus, innovativeness as establishes practices and applied technologies as 
the supportive and propensity attribute is going from innovation. Pro-activeness reflects the process that 
involves to which a firm anticipates and acts upon future want and needs in marketplace and tendency of 
firm to anticipate (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). It connected with how firms pre-emptive in shaping current and 
future needs in market by seeking new opportunities, new launching new products and services ahead of 
competition. Thus, it is more forward-looking perspective by contributing to introducing new and fresh 
product and service in front of competitors (Rauch, 2009). Risk taking involves manager’s willingness to 
make large and risky commitment on the resources to opportunities that have a reasonable chance of 
costly failure and success (Miller & Friesen, 1982).  Since entrepreneurs have to face high level of 
uncertainty, risk taking is to work brave measures in order to reach the goals of the company. 
Behind the many of EO article published in research journals and delivered at academic 
conferences, the debate relevant whether EO is most conceptualized. Accordingly, as a unidimensional 
constraint such as comprised of innovative, proactive, and risk-taking elements either as a 
multidimensional construct with competitive aggressiveness and autonomy. The arguments of 
conceptualization of EO dimensions into one or multiple construct have been discussed in many studies 
(Covin, Green, & Slevin, 2006; Lump & Dess, 1996; Wilklund, 1998; Wilklund & Shephard, 2003). Added 
to the mixed has not even been resolved (Covin & Wales, 2012). A latest test EO literature shows that the 
majority of the article published in this area about 80% rely on a one-dimensional concept (Covin & Slevin, 
1989; Wales, Gupta, & Moussa, 2013).  Thus , in line this, this study  addressing the entrepreneurial 
orientation as unidmensionla consists of innovation, proactiveness and risk-taking.  In this study, EO 
operationalise as unidimensional construct which in line to study by Covin et al, 2006.  
METHODOLOGY 
The population in this study is all the Malaysian Indian entrepreneurs in Malaysia.  There is no authentic 
population frame of the Indian entrepreneurs in Malaysia, however population for this study based on the 
listing of from Secretariat for Empowerment of Indian Entrepreneurs (SEED). In determining the required 
sample size, the present study utilized Krejcie and Morgan (1970) sample size determination process. 
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Thus, following Krejcie and Morgan's sample size determination procedure, a sample size of 375 is 
needed for a general population of 13237 entrepreneurs resisted under SEED. (SEED, 2015). The 
sampling method used is cluster sampling based on states. This method is also called as area sampling 
(Hair et. al., 2017), where the clusters are formed by geographic designation. By assuming that all the 
clusters are identical, the researcher can focus his or her attention on surveying the sampling units within 
one designed cluster and the generalize the results to the population (Hair et al., 2017).  To ensure the 
minimal response number and taking into account that survey method has poor response rate, 
researchers decided to distribute 500 questionnaires to selected area (states) that represents majority of  
Indian entrepreneurs in Malaysia.  The data collection for the present paper has been conducted at Kuala 
Lumpur, Penang, Perak, Selangor and Kedah.  There are five hundred self-administered questionnaires 
were distributed to all Indian entrepreneur in mentioned places. A total of 201 responses were usable and 
being used for subsequent analysis. Thus, the effective response rate is 43 percent. This rate is valid 
because according to Sekaran (2003) mentioned that response rate of 30% could be considered 
appropriate for cross-sectional study. Hence, a valid response rate of is sufficient for analysis in the 
present study.  
Measures for the key constructs were developed from prior literature. The scale developed by 
Miller (1983), which was further developed by Covin and Slevin (2012) was adopted by this study to 
measure entrepreneurs’ entrepreneurial orientation. The twelve items scale of entrepreneurial orientation 
reflects entrepreneurs’ innovativeness, proactive and risk taking. In the process of coding, the orderable 
options from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree in the five-point Likert Scale has been coded from ‘1’ to 
‘5’. This coding meant that a low value represented a low level for the variable (e.g. 1 = Strongly Disagree) 
while higher values indicated higher level of the variables. 
 
DATA ANALYSIS 
This section provides profile information on the entrepreneurs that participated in the survey. The 
characteristics examined include the entrepreneurs’’ gender, place, educational levels, marital status, age, 
years of business operation, company size, types, business sector, business set up, and  type of 
ownership of the respondents.  
Table 1 Respondent Profile 
  Frequency Percentage 
Gender 
Male 116 57.70 
Female 85 42.30 
Place 













Educational Level   
Secondary School 86 42.72 










Marital Status   
Single  40 19.91 
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21 And Above  26 12.90 
Company Size 
Below Than 9 Workers 143 71.90 
9-50 Workers 58 28.90 












Business Sector  
Manufacturing  
Retailing 














  6.90 
27.90 





Business Start Up 
Develop By Owner 116 57.72 
Buy From Outsiders 18      8.96 
Buy From Relatives 29 14.42 
Family Business 38 18.90 
Prior Experience 
Study 
Business At The Same Field 
Business In Different Field 
Unemployed And Looking For Job 
 
129 
46                   





   7.96 











As showed in Table 1, 57.7%of the respondents are males and 42.3%  are females. With regards to 
location of business, 39.3% entrepreneurs are from Kuala Lumpur, 26.8% from Selangor, 9.9% from 
Penang, 14% from Perak and 9.9% from Kedah.  In term educational levels, majority of the respondents 
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(42.7%) were completed secondary school, meanwhile only 4 % of respondents having completed 
Masters/PhD. Regarding the marital status of the respondents, majority of the respondents (77.1%) are 
married. Those who are single constitute 19.9% and a minimal 2.9% are widower. With regards to age of 
the respondents, majority of the respondents (47.3%) are at the ages of 31 to 40 years old. Respondents 
above 40 years old constitute of 27.9% and those ages between 20 to 30 years comprise of 24.9%. 
As seen in the Table 1, in terms of number of years in operation, most of them were operating for 6-10 
years (35.8%), and followed by 11-15 years having 24.9%. However, only 12.90 fall on the bracket of 
more than 21 years of operation, and 14.40% was new in the business which falls on below 5 years. This 
suggest that majority of the respondents operate the business between 6 years to 15 years. Based on 
number of number of workers (company size), majority of entrepreneurs (71,9%)  having below  than 9 
workers. This means that almost majority of Indian entrepreneurial business operated by few workers only 
with limited capital.  
Also from the table, in terms of ownership, majority fall under sole proprietorship which obtained the 
highest frequency of 117 or 58.2%, followed by 35.8% of the respondents who were in private limited and 
minimal percentage of 6% business entity runs as partnership. Most of respondents acknowledge that 
they chose sole proprietorship for the reason that it is easier to establish, handle and supervise. In term of 
business sector, 56 of the respondents’ answered they are in retailing sector, followed by 36 or 17.90% in 
textile business, 15.40 % respondents in textile sector. The lowest number of respondents are in Hotel 
and travelling sector which comprise of 4.7%. This suggests that majority of the Indian entrepreneurs 
operate in end consumer products such as grocery, foods and clothing related items.    
As regards to initial business start-up, most of the respondents acknowledge that they  as owners has 
developed the business which obtained the highest frequency 116 or 57.7%, followed by 18.9%  of the 
respondents who developed the business from family business. Meanwhile, 14.42 % of respondents 
developed the business after bought over from relatives and 8.9% respondents who bought over from 
outsiders.  Overall, most of the Indian entrepreneurs have start up their business by own-selves. In term 
of prior experience before operating the current business, 129 or 64.8% most of the respondents stated 
that they were studying, followed by 46 or 22.8% of the respondents answered that they were doing 
business relevant to current field. Meanwhile, 7.9% of respondents stated that they were doing business 
in other fields and 5.4% respodents were unemployed and looking for a job.  With regards to current 
business operations, majority of the respondents (64.2%) running the business not as family business, 
meanwhile 35.8% of respondents run the business entity as family business.  
Entrepreneurial Orientation  
The exploratory factor analysis of the EO scale was conducted by including all the 12 items based on the 
sample of 201 cases. One factor was generated, explaining 63 percent of variance. The factor loading 
ranged from 0.49 to 0.78. . The Cronbach’s alpha of the EO was .88. This findings are consistent with the 
single-factor solution in Wang and Altinay (2012) and Covin and Slevin (1986).  
Table 2 shows the mean and standard deviation of the entrepreneurial among respondents. For ease of 
interpretation, the range of the five point Likert scale was categorised into equal sized categories of low, 
moderate and high. Therefore, scores of less than 2.33 (4/3 + lowest value 1) is considered as low; 
scores of 3.67 (highest value 5 – 4/3) is considered high and those in between are considered moderate. 
And those in between are considered moderate.  
It is important to highlight that the respondents tend to have and practice entrepreneurial orientation. This 
is shown by the mean score of 3.60 on a five point scale. Thus, regard to the level of entrepreneurial 
orientation, the result shows that the entrepreneurial orientation level is at moderate level. 
Table 2  
Descriptive Statistics of Entrepreneurial orientation  
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Firstly, the descriptive statistics represent about data collected from a sample of Malaysian Indian ethnic 
entrepreneur in Kuala Lumpur, Selangor, Penang, Perak and Kedah. The descriptive statistic of the study 
shows that, majority of the entrepreneurs were in retailing, restaurants and textile business activities.  
This indicates that most of Indian entrepreneurs do their business activities that relevant to Indian 
consumer related business such as food groceries, clothes and dairy products for Indian consumers.  In 
term of company size, the results revealed that most of the entrepreneurs owned small size company or 
in other words they involved in small and micro size business activities. This means that the owners 
started the firm or enterprises with a small amount of capital that sufficient to start a business. They have 
might use their personal money or managed to get small loan from private or authentic organizations.  
Furthermore, majority of business entity started or developed by the owner himself/herself and very much 
related to family business.  
The result of entrepreneur alteration in the present study helpful to strengthen and valid the 
literature of entrepreneurial orientation in this research. Findings from this study, as discussed above, the 
study have contributed by extending knowledge in entrepreneurial orientation in context of ethnic small 
business. One of the main emphasise in ethnic entrepreneurship theory is taking greater steps by 
minority entrepreneurs in facing and overcoming challenges in order grow and to be sustainable in market. 
The theory suggests that minority entrepreneurs need to expand their network from small minority 
business market into mainstream population network and markets.  Most of them are still practicing 
conventional business or traditional and family based business model by serving to ethnic based products 
and markets.  Theoretically, the findings give general view that Malaysian Indian ethnic entrepreneurs 
have not embedded themselves into global or bigger opportunity stream beyond family business model 
and co-ethnic market. There are several limitation faced by the present study. The most significant 
limitation for the present study was time consuming for complete the research. There are many 
procedures for data collection so limit the figure of respondents for this research since the time is not 
sufficient to get more respondents for this study. Thus, future researchers spend more time in data 
collection. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The present study finding provide evidence that, the Malaysian Indian ethnic entrepreneur in Selangor 
Klang valley, Malaysia were run-through working on the current family business models serving numerous 
types ethnic items. Overall representations are that, the Malaysian Indian ethnic entrepreneur has not 
embedded themselves in the broader prospect configuration outside the ethnic product and services. 
Various opinions underlined here remained intended for the government and non-government segments 
toward attention scheduled supporting the level of entrepreneurial orientation by leading providing 
monetary resources, research and growth activities, preparation platform and consultancy facility. 
Besides that, holds particular information valuable in combined working among government supports, the 
space of commercial enterprise as well as a Malaysian Indian Business Association (MIBA) to work 
through more wealth and vigour to inspire an entrepreneurial culture towards enhance the Indian 
entrepreneurial orientation of SMEs. Additional, the existing research may deliver beneficial facts for 
Malaysia Indian ethnic entrepreneur and SMEs owner or managers in relative to their different level of 
entrepreneurial orientation as a transformation in increasing their creativeness, awareness, talents, self-
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